This paper discusses distribution of the dative in Modern Icelandic. Similar to Latin, Modern Icelandic exhibits occurrences of the possessive dative, i.e., the dative which marks the possessor of a noun. However, although Latin shows free occurrences of possessive datives, there is a syntactic restriction imposed on the distribution of possessive datives in Modern Icelandic. The possessive dative in Modem Icelandic is limited within a PP which denotes the static position of an entity participating the semantics of the sentence. This difference between Latin and Modern Icelandic follows from the fact that the dative in Latin inherently possesses the locative semantics, while that in Modem Icelandic does not.
INTRODUCTION
Studies in many languages have revealed that nominals in the overt dative case are carriers of tremendously differing kinds of semantics [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] . Languages also vary according to the kinds of semantic information their dative nominals encode [8] [9] . Why is the dative semantically so variable? What is the factor that determines the semantics underlying this overt case? We believe the answers to these questions can be found through exploration of the semantic genotype of the dative, i.e., the semantic origin of the dative case, a term borrowed from genetics. We also believe that the nature of the dative can be seen through investigation of the semantics of the dative in many individual languages. In section 2 of this paper, we assume the set of semantic roles and hypothesize that the dative in Modem Icelandic (henceforth Icelandic) cannot project the locative role within the argument structure of the verb. In section 3, we discuss the distribution of the possessive datives in Icelandic, i.e. the dative nouns which occur as possessors attributively modifying nouns. Yip et al. [10] mention the following two conditions on the occurrence of possessive datives in Icelandic: (i) Icelandic possessive datives occur as the possessors of the objects of prepositions within PPs, and (ii) they occur as possessors of the inalienable possessor-possessed relation. Section 3 of this paper proposes modification to the first condition above. Finally, in section 4, we claim that the modified condition follows from our hypothesis from section 2 that the sentential dative NPs in Icelandic do not encode the locative role. This claim is further supported in the same section, in reference to the data from Latin.
SYNTACTIC REALIZATION OF THE LOCATIVE IN ICELANDIC
In this section, we examine the possibility for the sentential dative NPs in Icelandic to encode the locative role within the argument structure of a verb. For this purpose, we follow Blake [1] and others, and assume that the locative designates the position of an entity participating in the semantics of a sentence. In addition, we identify the possessors inside the so-called possessive constructions with the locative role. This is because possessors indeed designate a position (abstract or non-abstract) to which a given entity within the sentence is attributed. Thus, in what follows, we discuss data including both the 'bare' (= non-possessor) locatives and possessor locatives which occur at the sentential level.
* The authors are much indebted to Yoshihiko Tura, HOskuldur Th y rainsson and Koji Irie for their helpful sulgestions on the data and discussions in this paper. The authors' gratitude also extends to J oan Maling, who directed their attention to the existence Or po , ssessive datives in Modern Icelandic. Moreover, the authors thank Donna Erickson for her suggestions on the stylistic improvement of this paper. Finally the first author appreciates the discussions with Hiroshi Endoh, which inspired her with `zeal' for the dative in natural languages. The authors are responsible for the arguments and an errors found in this paper. rode the horse(D) 'She rode the horse. ' The sentence in (4) denotes the event where the referent of the subject Inin 'she' not only got on a horse, but also exerted control over the horse. Thus, this sentence expresses a series of activities done by a female individual, such as getting on a horse, running the horse, whipping the horse and stopping the horse. However, the semantics of the verb reid 'rode' is focused on the control activities over a horse. In fact, our native informants read in (4) that getting on a horse is just an inevitable activity for the realization of the control activities over the horse. It follows then that the subject of (4) is semantically agent, since so much agentivity is read on the part of this argument. It also follows that the dative object hesti 'a horse' is a theme, in that it is controlled by the agent subject and accordingly its change of state is described within the sentence.' Thus, the dative NP in (4) is not a locative, but a theme. This point is supported by the data in (5), which show that the Icelandic dative encodes the theme role within the argument structure of a verb. [11] • faekkaOi um briOjung. e trips ) decreased by one-third(A) 'The trips decreased by one-third. ' [11] Notice that the verb rkia 'ride' has the usage for expressing only the event where someone got on a horse. This usage is available when the dative object in (4) is replaced by a PP, as in (6). ,and ERF(ective). 2 . We assume that agent designates an enti within a sentence that controls an activity or brings about a change of state or location. At also assume at theme refers to an entity whose state or location, or whose change of state or location is described within the sentence.
2.2
Possessor Locatives within the Icelandic Possessive Constructions 2.2.1 vanta 'lack' and skorta 'lack' Consider the sentence in (7). (7) Me vantar hnif. m ) lack knife(A) lack a knife. / I don't have a knife.
[10] At first glance, it appears that (7) only denotes the state which is effectively described by Yip et al.'s [10] English gloss reading. However, the usage of the dative possessor with the verb vanta 'lack' is a recent development, and this verb is normally used with an accusative possessor, as in (8) . 3 (8) vantar hnif. me A) lack knife(A) 1 lack a knife. / I don't have a knife.' Moreover, in comparison with the sentence in (9), where vantar 'lack' in (7) is replaced with the verb skortir 'lack', (7) has the connotation that the referent of the subject does not have a knife, and so s/he needs/wants a knife. In contrast, (9) means simply that the referent of the subject does not have a knife.' This observation suggests the possibility to semantically identify the accusative subject in (8) as an experiencer, since this argument denotes the emotion of an individual. (9) skortir hnif. m A) lack knife(A) 1 lack a knife. / I don't have a knife. ' We claim that the subject of vanta 'lack' semantically has a dual status. In other words, it is simultaneously an experiencer and a locative. We further claim that it is not the locative semantics, but the experiencer semantics that makes the realization of the dative possessor possible in (7). Indeed, a number of dative NPs are observed in Icelandic, as exemplified in (10), projecting the experiencers within the argument structures of verbs. (10) I loathe syntax.' [12] Incidentally, as we mentioned above, if the speaker intends to express the situation where one simply does not have something only descriptively, the verb skorta 'to lack' is used. However, when this verb occurs within a sentence, the possessor subject must be in accusative, as shown in (9) , and the use of the dative subject is impossible, as illustrated in (11) . (11) r skortir hnif. m ) lack knife(A) 'I lack a knife. / I don't have a knife.' 2.2.2 eiga 'own,' hafa 'have,' and vera (med) 'be (with)' There are possessive constructions in Icelandic employing the verbs eiga 'own,' hafa 'have' and the copula vera (med) 'be (with)'. 5 Consider the following sentences for the usage of these verbs. (12) (12) , possessor locatives are expressed by the nominative NPs in the subject position. Notice that da-3. We owe this point to Yoshihiko lura. In addition, Koji hie informed us that the usage of the dative subject in place of the nominative or accusative subject is called Ixigufallss* 'dative sickness' in the prescrbtive grammar. 4 . This observation is due to Koji Irie. 5 tive NPs cannot replace the subjects of (12a) and (12b), as illustrated in (13a) and (13b), respectively. (13) belong to me(D) 'It belongs to m.. However, a piece of historical evidence suggests that this dative is not a locative but a goal. ' Fritzner [13] states that the verb form tilheyra 'belong to' originated from heyra 'hear/listen'. In Icelandic, the verb heyra requires what is heard or listened to to be usually expressed by a PP headed by the preposition til 'to' within a sentence, as in (16). Hence, it is possible to imagine that the form tilheyra emerged through the process of preposition incorporation similar to what is termed as the trennbare Verb in German. (16) Marrikka heyrai til min. Marikka(N) listened to me(G) 'Marikka listened to me.' Moreover, the German counterpart of tilheyra 'belong to' is gehoren 'belong to'. Shimomiya [14] mentions that this verb was derived from hOren 'hear/listen', with the semantic extension from the original meaning of the verb 'hear/listen', to 'do as what one was told', then to 'obey', and finally to 'belong to'. Thus, it seems also possible to imagine that tilheyra 'belong to' in Icelandic also underwent the similar semantic extension starting from the original meaning of heyra 'hear/listen'. We assume that both the form and the meaning of tilheyra 'belong to' have their origin in heyra 'hear/listen'. As illustrated in (16), a PP headed by til 'to' follows this verb within the sentence. In addition, incorporation of this preposition into heyra 'hear/listen' derived this verb. Then, given the semantics of til 'to which marks the destination towards which something moves, it follows that the dative NP in (15) is a goal, but not a locative argument. Furthermore, notice that the Icelandic dative can encode the goal role, as shown in (17). Hence, it is well supported that the object dative for tilheyra 'belong to' is associated with the goal role. Based on the above discussions, we hypothesize that the locative role in the argument structure of a verb cannot be projected onto a dative NP in Icelandic.
POSSESIVE DATIVES IN ICELANDIC
In the preceding section, we pointed out that the sentential dative NPs in Icelandic do not encode the locative role. However, there is a position in Icelandic where locative datives are found. It is within PPs, 6 . We owe the data in (14) to Koji Irie. 7. We thank one of the anonymous reviewers of the earlier version of this paper who pointed out to us the usage of German gehOren belong to '. 8 . W e assume thafgoa/ designates the destination towards which a given entity moves.
in the modifier position of the object of the preposition. (18) and (19), respectively. The use of possessive datives in (18) is permitted, since it satisfies both of the above conditions. Contrarily, the occurrence of the possessive dative in (19a) is not allowed, because it does not fulfill the PP Condition, although it does fulfill the IP Condition. The possessive dative in (19b) is not possible in that it satisfies the IP Condition but violates the PP Condition. Moreover, the possessive dative in (19c) is not possible, either. This is because it meets neither the IP Condition nor the PP Condition mentioned above. Thus, the environment where Icelandic possessive datives occur so far appears to be successfully captured by the IP Condition and the PP Condition. However, a set of data suggests that the PP Condition needs modification. 
f(D) ]source
Therefore, it is possible to hypothesize that the occurrence of possessive datives in Icelandic is limited inside the PP which carries the locative role within the sentence. This hypothesis is stated as the Modified PP Condition in (22 The data in (23) illustrate that the occurrences of Icelandic possessive datives are impossible within ben(efactor), goal, exp(eriencer), and instrument) PPs, even with the fulfillment of the IP Condition.' In contrast, it is shown in (24) that possessive datives are possible within PPs which are usually identified as source. " We claim that there are two kinds of semantic information contained in the PPs in (24a) and (24b). For one, the prepositions 'out of and af'off heading these PPs specify that a certain entity participating in the semantics of the sentence changes its position from inside to outside of the place denoted by their objects. In this sense, the PPs under consideration have the directional semantics, which in turn offers the reason why these PPs are in general semantically characterized by the source role. For the other, we argue that the prepositions fir 'out of and af'off also specify the static position of an entity. More precisely, these prepositions mark the 'end' positions of the referents offuglinn 'the bird(N)' in (24a) and inifuna 'the cap(A)' in (24b), which are brought about as the result of the activity denoted by the verb. In addition, these prepositions specify such positions to be outside or off of the places which are referred to by their objects. If so, then, it should be possible to embed the PPs in (24) as they are in the complement position of the copulative sentences, so that the derived sentences state where 'the bird' and 'the cap' are located when the activities denoted by the verbs in (24) are done. This prediction is borne out by the data in (25). (25) 
Marikka(D) now
Hence, in addition to the directional semantics, the PPs in (24) as a whole are associated with the semantic information which explicitly reflects the static position of an entity at some point in the course of the event or the state denoted by the sentence. Let us call this kind of semantics contained in the PPs in (24) the positional semantics. We further claim that it is the positional semantics, but not the directional semantics, of the PPs in (24), that makes these PPs possible bearers of possessive datives in Icelandic. This explains the unacceptability of the possessive dative in (23b), where the PP carries the goal role. In (23b), by virtue of the semantics carried by the preposition ti/ 'to', the object of this preposition designates the place towards which the referent offuglinn 'the bird(N)' moves. However, this preposition does not offer the PP the part of marking the position of 'the bird' at any point in the course of the activity denoted by the verb. The latter point is supported by the sentence in (26) which, when embedded in the context of (23b), 9 . We thank HOskuldur Thilinsson for leading us to the data in (24). 10 .We assume that benefactor is an entity on whose behalf an event or a change of state is carried out, and that instrument is an entity in terms of which the activity denoted by a verb is performed. 11 .We assume that source designates a point from which an entity moves. [4] [7] [18] describes neither the initial nor the end position attributed to the referent of the subject. (18) and (21) above, which contain acceptable occurrences of possessive datives inside their locative PPs. Recall also our definition of the locative role in section 2 that locative designates the position of an entity. Hence, it follows that the PPs in (18) and (21) carry the positional semantics. In other words, on behalf of the denotation of the prepositions a 'on' or i 'in', the PPs as a whole explicitly specify the position of a given entity (explicit or implicit) participating in the semantics of the sentences. However, notice that these prepositions do not give the directional semantics to the PPs which they head. This point is evidenced by the sentences in (27), which illustrate that the PPs headed by a 'on' and i 'in' cannot project the goal role. Only with the presence of directional adverbials, can the activities denoted by the verbs proceed towards the places designated by the objects of the prepositions. 
INHERITANCE OF THE POSITIONAL SEMANTICS

4.1
Transmission of the Positional Semantics Let us recall the hypothesis we arrived at in section 2 that the dative in Icelandic does not encode the locative role participating in the valency of the verb. In addition, we pointed out in section 3 that the locative carries the positional semantics, but not the directional semantics. It follows then that the dative in Icelandic inherently lacks the positional semantics.' Note that this hypothesis offers a key to explain why the dative occurs as a possessive dative only within the positional PPs (locative PPs and source PPs). It is obvious that the possessive datives contain positional semantics, in that they specify the abstract or non-abstract static location of an entity which they modify. Given that the dative in Icelandic is an inherent non-carrier of the positional semantics, in order to serve as a possessive dative, the dative has to receive the positional semantics from somewhere. We assume that this is done from the preposition. In other words, we picture the situation in which a preposition transmits the relevant semantics to the dative, when it is embedded within the positional PPs. However, when embedded within a non-positional PP or an NP, the dative has no way to receive the positional semantics. Therefore, the possessive dative is not available in this case. 4.2 Prediction Given the discussion above, the following prediction can be made: If there is a language where the locative argument of a verb is syntactically expressible in terms of a dative NP, it is predicted in such a language that the occurrence of possessive datives should be quite free. This prediction is borne out by the following data in Latin. 12. The source and goal roles can be projected onto a dative NP, as in (a) below and (17) in section 2, respectively. Given these data, it seems possible to claim that it is the directional semantics, but not the positional semantics, of the role that makes the projection onto the dative possible at the sentential level. [19] Hence, we claim that unlike the dative in Icelandic, the dative in Latin is inherently associated with the positional semantics; it is this reason why the Modified PP Condition in (28) is not applicable to the possessive datives in Latin.
CONCLUSION
This paper explored the nature of the dative case as shared by natural languages. In addition, it suggested a linguistic supra-categorization of the three locational concepts, i.e. goal, source and locative. In Icelandic, the goal and the source can be syntactically realized by the dative, whereas the locative cannot. Moreover, PPs with the source and the locative roles are possible bearers of Icelandic possessive datives, while the goal PPs are not. It is hoped that additional synchronic and diachronic studies will lead to increased understanding of variability in the dative across languages.
